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1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
6/23/2009 has been entered. 

2. Newly submitted claims 37-55 are directed to an invention that is independent or 
distinct from the invention originally claimed for the following reasons: 

The originally claimed invention (now claims 19, 21-25, 29-31, 33 and 34) and 
the invention of newly submitted claims 37-55 do not relate to a single general inventive 
concept under PCT Rule 13.1 because, under PCT Rule 13.2, they lack the same or 
corresponding special technical features for the following reasons: 

The common technical features between the originally claimed invention and the 
newly claimed invention is (1) (for new claims 37+ and 48+) a tire building 
method/apparatus in which the tread is applied by spirally winding on the belt on an 
auxiliary drum and the belt is picked up and coaxially centered with the carcass 
disposed on a primary drum, and (2) (for new claim 55) forming treads by spiral winding. 
These common features however are not special technical features as they represent 
known features in this art in view of for example the prior art as applied in the 4/1 1/2008 
office action, i.e. Hollmann (US 4,283,241) and Okada et al. (US 2001/0002608). The 
originally claimed invention and the newly claimed invention therefore lack the same or 
corresponding special technical features and thus do not relate to a single general 
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inventive concept. Note that the special technical features of the newly claimed 
invention are the combining of spiral tread building with regular full width tread building 
in a single plant/line, these not being part of the originally claimed invention. 

Since applicant has received an action on the merits for the originally presented 
invention, this invention has been constructively elected by original presentation for 
prosecution on the merits. Accordingly, claims 37-55 are withdrawn from 
consideration as being directed to a non-elected invention. See 37 CFR 1 .142(b) 
andMPEP§821.03. 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

4. Claims 30, 31 , 33 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

As noted in the last office action, in claim 30, lines 21 and 23, no antecedent has 
been established for "said strip-like element" - it appears that "like" should be deleted. 

As noted in the last office action, at five lines from the end of claim 30, no literal 
antecedent has been established for the reference to positioning again in "axial 
alignment relationship" - it appears that this should read "coaxial-alignment relationship" 
to avoid this ambiguity and be consistent with line 12 as well as more clearly define the 
intended relationship. 

In the last three lines of claim 30 as amended, it is not entirely clear what 
additional apparatus features are required by these lines. For example, do these lines 
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require sufficient supply devices at the primary drum so tliat plural parts are supplied? 
Or do these lines simply define a capability of assembling component parts, in which 
case it would not even be clear that these lines require anything beyond the primary 
drum as an operator could assemble an additional component manually at a primary 
drum if desired. Clarification is therefore required of what additional apparatus features 
are required by these lines. 

As noted in the last office action, claims 33-34 each depend from cancelled claim 

32. 

5. Claims 30 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by JP 
3-114737 toToyo Tire. 

JP '737 is applied for the same reasons as set forth in the last office action. With 
respect to the last three lines of claim 30, as noted above, these lines can be read as 
simply requiring a capability o1 assembly at the primary drum, it being submitted that 
regardless of whether any assembly actually is designed to take place at the shaping 
drum in JP '737, an operator could apply an additional component and thereby perform 
assembly on the primary drum - this language does not clearly require anything more. 

6. Claims 30 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over JP 3-1 14737 to Toyo Tire taken in view of at least one of [Irie (US 4,468,267 - 
newly cited) and Kondo et al. (US 5,413,653 - newly cited)]. 

JP '737 is applied for the same reasons as set forth in the last office action. With 
respect to the new requirement in claim 30 that the "apparatus is configured to dispose 
the carcass structure on the primary drum by assembling component parts of the 
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carcass structure on the primary drum", if tliis is interpreted to require some actual 
supply devices, etc. to perform actual assembly, such would have been obvious in view 
of at least one of Irie and Kondo et al. In particular, JP 737 does not appear to describe 
the operation at the primary drum "1" in detail and therefore does not specifically 
suggest some assembly occurring at the primary drum (it being noted that element "9" 
in fig. 1 is apparently a tread stitcher, per an oral translation of the description of 
element "9" at col. 14). In this art, however, it is well known and conventional that tire 
carcasses are either formed in two stages using two different drums (a band building 
drum and a shaping drum) or in a single stage using a single unistage drum (i.e. a drum 
for both building and shaping) - Irie (esp. col. 1, lines 10+) and Kondo et al. (esp. col. 9, 
lines 4-15 evidencing single stage building/shaping and col.. 10, lines 19-24 evidencing 
the obvious alternative of two stage assembly) are merely exemplary. Further, in single 
stage building, assembling is clearly occurring on the shaping drum. Further, even in 
two stage building, including at least some assembly at the shaping drum is also well 
known and conventional - note suppliers "E" in Irie and col. 10, lines 21-24 of Kondo et 
al. indicating that bead setting can occur at the shaping drum. In view of these 
teachings, it would have been obvious for the ordinary artisan to perform at least some 
assembly at the primary drum of JP '737, for either a single stage or two stage carcass 
building, for only the expected and predictable results. 

7. Claims 19, 21-23, 29-31 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Okada et al. (US 2001/0002608) taken in view of at least one of 
[Sasaki et al. (US 4,985,100) and JP 3-1 14737 to Toyo Tire] and optionally further in 
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view of at least one of [Irie (US 4,468,267 - newly cited) and Kondo et al. (US 5,413,653 
- newly cited)]. 

Okada et al., Sasaki et al. and JP '737 are applied for the same reasons as set 
forth in the last office action. As to the new requirement in claim 19 for assembling 
component parts on the primary drum, it is again noted that drum "14," where assembly 
clearly takes place, at present reads on the claimed primary drum (there being no 
requirement that the belt/tread is assembled with the carcass while on the primary 
drum). Further, even if claim 19 required that the primary drum was restricted to the 
shaping drum, it would have been obvious to either perform at least some assembly on 
the shaping drum or perform the assembly and shaping in a single stage on a single 
drum - Irie and Kondo et al. (as detailed in the preceding rejection) are exemplary of 
either expedient being well known and obvious in this art for only the expected and 
predictable results. As to claim 30, as noted in the preceding rejection above, the new 
claim requirement can be read as simply allowing a capability of assembly at the 
shaping drum, it being implicit or obvious that an operator could perform some 
additional assembly at shaping drum "24" of Okada. In any event, it also would have 
been obvious to either perform at least some assembly on the shaping drum or perform 
the assembly and shaping in a single stage on a single drum - Irie and Kondo et al. (as 
detailed in the preceding rejection) are exemplary of either expedient being well known 
and obvious in this art for only the expected and predictable results. 
8. Claims 19, 21-23, 29-31 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over at least one [Sasaki et al. (US 4,985,100) and JP 3-1 14737 to Toyo 
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Tire] tal<en in view of Okada et al. (US 2001/0002608) and Miyamoto et al. (US 
5,399,225) and further in view of at least one of [Irie (US 4,468,267 - newly cited) and 
Kondo et al. (US 5,413,653 - newly cited)]. 

Sasaki et al., JP '737, Okada et al. and Miyamoto et al. are applied for the same 
reasons as set forth in the last office action. With respect to the new requirement for 
assembly on the primary drum, such would have been obvious in view of at least one of 
Irie and Kondo et al. In particular, Sasaki et al. and JP '737 do not appear to describe 
the operation at the primary/shaping drum in detail and therefore do not specifically 
suggest some assembly occurring at the primary drum (it being noted that element "9" 
in fig. 1 of JP '737 is apparently a tread stitcher, per an oral translation of the description 
of element "9" at col. 14). In this art, however, it is well known and conventional that tire 
carcasses are either formed in two stages using two different drums (a band building 
drum and a shaping drum) or in a single stage using a single unistage drum (i.e. a drum 
for both building and shaping) - Irie (esp. col. 1 , lines 10+) and Kondo et al. (esp. col. 9, 
lines 4-15 evidencing single stage building/shaping and col.. 10, lines 19-24 evidencing 
the obvious alternative of two stage assembly) are merely exemplary. Further, in single 
stage building, assembling is clearly occurring on the shaping drum. Further, even in 
two stage building, including at least some assembly at the shaping drum is also well 
known and conventional - note suppliers "E" in Irie and col. 10, lines 21-24 of Kondo et 
al. indicating that bead setting can occur at the shaping drum. In view of these 
teachings, it would have been obvious for the ordinary artisan to perform at least some 
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assembly at the primary/shaping drum of Sasaki et al. or JP 737, for either a single 
stage or two stage carcass building, for only the expected and predictable results. 

9. Claims 24, 25 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over [Okada et al. (US 2001/0002608) taken in view of at least one of [Sasaki et al. (US 
4,985,100) and JP 3-1 14737 to Toyo Tire] and optionally further in view of at least one 
of [Irie (US 4,468,267 - newly cited) and Kondo et al. (US 5,413,653 - newly cited)]]or 
[at least one [Sasaki et al. (US 4,985,100) and JP 3-1 14737 to Toyo Tire] taken in view 
of Okada et al. (US 2001/0002608) and Miyamoto et al. (US 5,399,225) and further in 
view of at least one of [Irie (US 4,468,267 - newly cited) and Kondo et al. (US 5,413,653 
- newly cited)]! as applied above, and further in view of Caretta et al. (US 
2001/0042586) as applied in the last office action. 

1 0. Applicant's arguments filed 6/23/2009 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant's arguments stress the new language added to claims 19 and 30. 
These arguments have been addressed within the statements of rejection above. 
Further, with respect to claim 19, and as previously set forth with respect to claim 28, at 
present claim 19 does not define over terming the assembly drum 14 of Okada et al. a 
"primary drum" as it is coaxial and the claim does not require this be the drum where 
toroidal shaping and assembly with the belt/tread take place. In any event, as noted in 
the statement of rejection, performing at least some assembly on a shaping drum in this 
art is well known, conventional and obvious for only the expected and predictable 
results. 
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1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Geoffrey L. Knable whose telephone number is 571- 
272-1220. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Crispino can be reached on 571-272-1226. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated Information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Geoffrey L. Knable/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1791 

G. Knable 
August 28, 2009 



